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1. OVERVIEW OF REPORT

Thisreport provides an overview of the community design process (Section 2), providesa
categorized summary of the input received (Sections 3-6), and lists who participated in the first
series of workshops (Section 7).

2. OVERVIEW OF COMMUNITY DESIGN PROCESS

The Trans-Lake Washington Project is evauating potentid aternatives for improving mohility
inthe SR 520 corridor. A key objective of the project is to ensure that mobility improvements
will be designed to make SR 520 a better neighbor with the community, and a better fit with the
environment. In order to meet this objective, the community design processis akey part of the
project, which includes providing input to how potentid dternatives are designed and evauated.
The objective of the community design process is to understand the answers to the following
questions.

What are the most important community objectives to factor into the design process?
What is the community vison of a successful project?

What ideas will address the community’s principles and vaues?

Wheat are promising ways to mitigate noise, traffic, and other trangportation impacts?

Theinput received from participants in the process will be incorporated, to the extent possible,
during the design and evauation by the project’ s technical team and provided to the project’s
committees (Executive, Technicad, and Advisory) to consder as part of their decisionmaeking
process. Community design workshops are being held in four locations along the corridor:

Portage Bay/Eastlake/Roanoke/North Cagpitol Hill neighborhoods
Montlake and Laurelhurst neighborhoods
West of 1-405 to the eastern shore of Lake Washington

East of 1-405 to the terminus of SR 520.

At each location a series of three workshops are being held. The purpose of the first community
design workshop held in November 2000 and summarized in this report, is to identify the
community vaues and characteristics. The second workshop held in February 2001 included
presentation of potential aternatives and design options for review by the participants. A third
workshop will be hdd in late Spring 2001 and will present potentia multi-moda dternatives and
design options, again for review and input by the participants.
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In order to ensure the input received during the community design workshops was reflective of
the community-at-large, workshop invitees were sdlected to ensure as broad a representation of
the community as possble. Thisincluded residents, business, school and church representatives,
park and public facilities representatives, etc. The project team worked with the local
jurisdictions dong the corridor as wdl as exising community groups to identify individuas and
interests to participate in the process. Participants were asked to commit to participatein dl
three workshops. An emphasis was placed on those who lived or worked immediately adjacent
to the corridor, however, others were invited from mgor facilities, busness, or neighborhoods
that either had an impact on or were impacted by the SR 520 facility. A list of workshop
attendeesisincluded in Section 8.

Open houses were held March 6 (Sesttle) and March 8 (Bellevue) to ensure participation by the
public in the community design process. At the open houses, the same questions and materids
were presented to the public as were presented to the workshop participants. Invitations to the
evening sessions were sent to the project’ s mailing list as well as posters placed at locations
throughout the communities.

3. MONTLAKE COMMUNITY VALUES

The Montlake community is generally described as the residences and business districts to the
north and south of SR 520, stretching from the Montlake Bridge a the north end to 24" and
Boyer at the south end, from the Arboretum and Husky Stadium to the east and to Portage Bay
on the west.

Local Traffic

West Montlake Place should not be terminated as away to discourage cut-through traffic as
eliminating access here will force drivers to go further into the neighborhoods to reach SR
520.

Reopening the road from the Museum of History and Industry to Hamlin and Shelby may
encourage cut-through traffic. New by-pass opportunities should not be created for SR 520
traffic through the neighborhoods.

If locd dreets are put in cul-de-sacs or dead-ended, then the turning radius of safety and
emergency vehicles needs to be considered.

Changing Shelby and Hamlin to two-way traffic would diminate o street parking, which is
necessary for homes that do not have garages.

The conceptud drawing of atunnd under SR 520 to Pacific, including generd purpose
traffic, could iminate traffic on the Montlake interchange.

One of thetraffic problemsis driving south on Montlake Boulevard to SR 520 eastbound and
from SR 520 westbound, driving north on Montlake Boulevard. Could these movements be
made trangt only and generd- purpose traffic routed through the tunnel to Pecific Street?
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It may not be gppropriate to continue funnding traffic from north Sesttle through Montlake
Boulevard.

One way to diminate traffic would be to make Montlake Boulevard a hdf interchange only.
Could traffic be focused at the interchange at Peacific instead of at Montlake Boulevard?

Putting more traffic on Lake Washington Boulevard is unacceptable. It's park-like character
should be maintained.

Lake Washington Boulevard at Montlake Boulevard should be maintained as a 4-way
sgndized interchange to dlow access for residents.

Putting new traffic at Pacific and Montlake Boulevard may just create more of a bottleneck.
s there away to connect the traffic to 45" and Sand Point where the traffic is coming and

going to?
The function of Montlake Boulevard as an arterid should be maintained.

The interchange option that shows roads between Montlake Boulevard and Lake Washington
Boulevard is not acceptable; they should be consolidated into the middle of alid.

Alternative routes to residents should be crested.
Do not impact Shelby and Hamlin streets with tunnd ato Pacific Street.
Do not turn the entrance to the Arboretum into freeway access.

The single- point interchange does not seem to address queuing of SR 520 traffic onto
Montlake Boulevard.

North to east and east to north movements are a mgor problem through the Montlake
community.

How does the interchange options impact queuing on neighborhood streets?

If the Pacific tunnd is built, would volumes decrease enough on Montlake Boulevard to
dlow for round-abouts?

Could Lake Washington Boulevard be extended onto alid?
How does adding capacity to SR 520 affect traffic on Montlake Boulevard?

Bicycle/Pedestrian
Look for more opportunities for pedestrian crossings across Montlake Boulevard, such as
flyover bridges.
In the Olmsted Park Plan, pedesirians were given access on the surface and this access should
be maintained.

The bicycle path on Lake Washington Boulevard was moved off of the roadway because of
conflict with the traffic. Isit possible to moveit back onto the roadway if traffic is
decreased?
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The project should examine the feasibility of connecting the bicycle/pededtrian facility on SR
520 to 37" in Madison Park by asmall bridge.

A dngle-point interchange option may detrimentally impact the ability of pedestriansto cross
Montlake Boulevard.

What would the bicycle/pedestrian trail across SR 520 look like?

Transit

Access to trangit from Montlake Boulevard onto SR 520 should be from both sides of the
road. Also, the trandt station should be designed to limit the width of the freeway.

The community does not want to lose transit access at Montlake Boulevard.

Parking with anew facility may compound the traffic problems in the neighborhood. Look
for opportunities to maximize trangit use.

High capacity trangit is needed in both the SR 520 and [-90 corridors.

If adecison is made to place high capacity trangit on I-90, what would transt’srole on SR
520 be in the future?

Community Facilities
The Museum of Higtory and Industry building should be |€ft asit istoday.
There is an opportunity to creste, where the Museum of History and Industry istoday, a
building and develop other uses that works better with the community. This could include a
library.
The Montlake community has an agreement with the City of Seettle and Universty of
Washington that the University will not locate facilities south of the Cand. If achangeis

made to this, the community would require significant improvements and/or mitigation in
return.

The Museum of History and Indudtry isinterested in keeping the basement of its current
building asthe location for its archives.

Understanding the requiremerts for co-development on top of the lids may dlow apublic
facility to be built.

Green pace is an dtractive feature on top of the lid to balance the amount of roadsin the
neighborhood.

How much land would be created on top of alid? The community needsto look at what
would be available and what kind of local use could be crested.

The plantings dong Montlake Boulevard are valued by the community and should be
continued south of Hamlin.

Could the suggested lid be extended further east?

()
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Community Impacts
The project will need to address impacts during construction.

Any residentid takings will cause a sgnificant neighborhood reaction. However, taking the
Museum of Higtory and Industry may be something that the community is willing to discuss.

The community wants to reclaim use of their yards and open windows. Whét are the range
of opportunities for addressing the noise impacts?

If the eight-lane dternative is chosen (one HOV and one generd purpose lane), it will have a
greater impact on loca streets. The community needs to be able to understand these impacts.

If the dignment of SR 520 is shifted to the north, the project needs to work with the Sesttle
Y acht Club and the NOAA facilities.

The areawhere SR 520 istoday is part of the original Olmsted Park Plan and the community
does not desire placing new buildingsin the park area.

Why does the dignment of SR 520 need to be siraightened through the Montlake area? How
far north would the road have to be shifted?

Requirementsin today’ s noise standards should be further explained, such as whether
vehicles are exempt from the standards?

4. PORTAGE BAY, ROANOKE, EASTLAKE, AND
NORTH CAPITOL HILL COMMUNITY VALUES

The Portage Bay/Roanoke neighborhood is generdly described as Portage Bay to the east, Lake
Union to the north, 1-5 to the west, and SR 520 to the south. The Eastlake neighborhood is
generaly described as the area from I-5 to the east, Roanoke Street to the north, Lake Union to
the west, and Fairview Avenueto the south. The north Capitol Hill neighborhood is generdly
described as 15™ Avenue to the east, SR 520 to the north, I-5 to the west, and Boston Street to
the south.

Local Traffic

Information about the existing, added, and diminated interchanges should be added to the
drawings.

More streets connecting the east and west neighborhoods adong 1-5 would be beneficid.
If Roanoke Street is cul-de-saced, how would residents access Harvard and Roanoke?

Some city streets may be too narrow for two-way traffic and parking on both sides of the
street.

Limiting access to Streets in the Roanoke neighborhood would have benefit to the
communities and maintain the neighborhood fed.
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Closing 11" Avenue to through traffic would be beneficid to the neighborhood. Accessto
Sesttle Prep may need to be addressed.

Making Delmar into a major access may cause problems with dides, accidents, etc.

Allowing aright-hand turn to Delmar from 10™" may be feasibleif parking for businesses on
10" was created with alid, over SR 520.

The gtret grid in Sesttle can handle only so much traffic; closing accessto I-5 may be a
reasonable trade-off to lessen the amount of traffic on city Sreets.

Today, lesstraffic would be better. The project should look at closing access to freeways.

Today, traffic cuts through the Roanoke and Eastlake neighborhoods to access the Sedttle
Center.

Today, Metro will not add bus routes to Eastlake Avenue because of the traffic levels.
The connection from SR 520 to Eastlake looks promising.

Bicycle/Pedestrian

Focusing bicycle access on Interlake makes sense, but concerns about safety with cars will
need to be addressed.

Do not let hills prevent opportunities for bicycle access. Riders can dwayswalk their bikes
up ahill.

Today, bicycligts to Fred Hutchinson are using Fairview instead of Eastlake because of too
much traffic.

Having bicycle/pedestrian access on the Portage Bay viaduct is not essential.

The Fairview and Eastlake areas should be kept as person-friendly as possible. Safety for
pedestrians and bicyclistsis part of the Eastlake Neighborhood Plan.

Do not limit access to Lake Union. Vidtorsto Fred Hutchinson often walk across Fairview
to walk aong Lake Union.

Are bicycle and pedestrian connections being made to Madison Park?

Would a bicycle/pedestrian trail be included with the tunnel to Eastlake or would there be
another route provided?

Community Facilities
Theideaof lidsis an attractive one.

Thereisdready alot of housing in the area. Space on top of lids might be better used for
open space or parks.

The land east and west of 1-5 is zoned for Sngle-family use. Land on top of alid should be
congstent with the surrounding communities to reconnect the neighborhoods.
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Coordinate with the planned Colonade Park under 1-5 that will be built as part of the recently
passed parks levy.
What visua obstructions could occur as aresult of lids?

Community Impacts
Noise walls on both sides of SR 520 should not reflect the noise back into the neighborhoods.
Would atunnd to Eagtlake under I-5 require ventilation or taking property?

Theimpacts of atunne on the traffic in Eastlake needs to be examined. It may potentidly
block accessin and out of the Eastlake neighborhood.

Lights, noise, and other impacts make crossing I-5 dangerous and unfriendly. There should
be multiple crossngson I-5.

Noise walswould not necessarily bring the communities back together but they would have
avisud impact.

A city-funded study looked &t the possibility of putting noise mitigation dong I-5. This
should be incorporated into the Trans- L ake Washington Project.

Professor Medyner a Polytec University in Vaencia, Spain has conducted research on
sound absorbing sculptures, which may be useful in the SR 520 corridor.

The project should look at protecting homes and loca Streets before determining whether the
transgportation improvement adternatives perform well.

Address noise impacts from the Portage Bay viaduct before addressing the visud impact.
How would afly over ramp impact Boylston Street?

WEST OF [-405 TO LAKE WASHINGTON COMMUNITY VALUES

The community west of 1-405 to Lake Washington is generally described as the residences and
business digtricts in the Towns of Hunts and Y arrow Points, and the cities of Medina, Clyde Hill,
Kirkland, and portions of Bellevue.

Local Traffic

Belevue Way should provide greater access so that drivers do not fed that they have to cut
through the Points communities to access SR 520.

Bdlevue Way needsto serve dl directions of traffic; when ramps are not convenient, the
result is more cut-through traffic.
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Bicycle/Pedestrian

Bicyclists and pedestrians should be given choices. It was suggested that surface streets
could act asatrail in somelocations.

Transit
Rall on alid woud further disconnect the communities and defegt the purpose of alid.
Will rail have noise impacts on the community? If o, how would it be addressed?

Increasing bus traffic on Bdlevue Way will further impact the amount of congestion
experienced on the roadway .

Look for opportunities to put parking close to bus rapid transt stations to increase access.

Some residents believe that there will not be any type of future rail on the eastside to support
lake crossings.

Community Facilities

If the community isinterested in seeing afull lid from Lake Washington to I-405, then it
should be shown aong with other potentia options. The objectives of afull lid would be to
mitigate the impacts of SR 520.

On atour taken of thelid at Mercer Idand, it was found that noise increased when there were
less coverings (i.e,, noisewals versuslids). It was adso found that large noise walls on

Mercer Idand were not necessarily aesthetically unpleasing and there were possibilitiesto
integrate them with the community.

Land use on top of alid should be left up to the jurisdiction of theloca communities. The
most sgnificant question will be in what condition does WSDOT leave it to the communities

to develop.

The drawing illustrates a parking lot on Evergreen Point Road, with no lid by the school goes
againg the community’svaues. The parking lot at Fairweather Preserve is adequate; a new
lot would block the vistathat is there today and drivers would use it as a Park and Ride lot.

Parking lots promote an urban fed in aresdentid community, which is not acommunity
value.

Not showing alid in some areas does not reconnect the community or address the vaues of
the community.
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Any Park and Ride lot can create problems for the community (i.e,, car theft, etc.). The

existing Park and Ride lot a Evergreen Point Road ‘ disappears from the community and
thus has less of an impact.

The community does not want to bring people through the neighborhood streets to access a
Park and Ride lot.

Do not explore Park and Ride lotsin residentia aress. If they are considered, look for ways
to reduce use to address neighborhood concerns.

Could a park be built under SR 520 at the shoréline to provide access to the water? Could
the bicycle/pededtrian trail be ended there to promote use?

What determines the number of parking spots at a Park and Ride |ot?
Most residents of the Points communities do not need Park and Ride |ots to access transit.
What would be the impact of atunnd’s portal on the community?

Community Impacts

The project should work closdaly with residents who are close to SR 520 in order to
understand the full impacts of the noise pollution and find acceptable ways to address them.

The community has found that noise is an issue of proximity and topography, which
influences which communities are most impacted.

Partid lids will creaste winners and losers in the community. For example, those resdents at
the porta of the lid will experience increased noise. A full lid would promote equdlity.

The community needs a better understlanding of the effectiveness of noise mitigation tools.

6. EAST OF 1-405 TO SR 520 TERMINUS COMMUNITY VALUES

The community east of 1-405 to the terminus of SR 520 in Redmond is generally described asthe
residences and business didtricts in the cities of Kirkland, Bellevue, and Redmond.

Local Traffic

Opportunities to improve access under SR 520 for north-south movement are attractive while
recognizing the potentid for loca impeacts.

One possihility for reducing traffic through Marymoor Park may be to provide accessto
parking at Redmond Town Center.

Traffic from eastbound SR 520 to East Lake Sammamish Parkway isamgor problem.

()
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Marymoor Park is often used asaloca accessroute. Elimination of the ramps to eastbound
SR 520 at West Lake Sammamish Parkway would force more traffic through the park.

The interchange a SR 202 and SR 520 is overpowering; look at making it asingle-point
interchange.

Provide direct access for drivers exiting SR 520 to their destinations to avoid cut-through
traffic.

Avoid more traffic on 140" and 132", Some groups have been trying to put a
bicycle/pedestrian lane on 140" and residents are concerned about having it turned into a
generd purpose lane in the future.

Access should be added to the south, not north of SR 520 at 130"

Building afull diamond interchange a 130" might eliminate congestion on other north-south
streets.

Layout A for 12" may be confusing for drivers and result in more congestion. Circulation
could be a problem as 120" does not go al the way to 8"

Provide access to SR 520 between I-405 and 148™.

At 24" and 124", access to north and southbound 1-405 should be provided so users do not
have to get on SR 520.

Traffic on 108" should be addressed by diminating truck traffic on 108™.

Thereisaconcern that eiminating interchanges would concentrate traffic on just one
interchange.

It might be necessary to separate movements from westbound SR 520 to northbound 1-405 at
an earlier point in order to eiminate congestion on the freeway.
Bicycle/Pedestrian

The drawings should show exigting bicycle and pededtrian trails dong the corridor which
should not be impacted by improvements.

The community would prefer to have the existing bicycde/pededtrian trail in the location it is
today. However, there are potential enhancements such as protection from noise that would
be desired by the community.

Creating a better pedestrian environment on 148™ Avenue s very important and would alow
residents on the north side of SR 520 to walk to the Overlake area.

Look for opportunitiesto provide better access for pedestrians to trangit.

Explore ways to improve the crossing a 51% and 60" on SR 520 for pedestrians. Thisis
especialy important at 60" where children are crossing SR 520 to reach school.

Placing trails near Park and Ride lots would integrate these two modes.
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A mgor issue for bicyclists and pedestriansis crossing the SR 520 and [-405 interchange.
This should be addressed as part of any new bicycle/pedestrian path along SR 520.

An upgrade the bicycle/pedestrian trails from 1-405 to the lake is an important consideration.

Whenever improvements are made to streets, bicycle and pedestrian trails should be built into
them.

Any new trails should be Class 1 and accessibleto dl users.
Connections to the main trail aong the corridor are very important.

How can trails accommodate both bicycles and pedestrians safely? Look a making the trails
wider where bicycles and pedestrians are using the same area.

Grade separations between the freeway and street system need to be addressed for
bicycle/pededtrian trails.

Mesting with the existing bicycle groups to discuss new trails is important.
At the SR 202 and SR 520 interchange, access for bicycle and pedestrians should be created.
The dip lane at 40" is an unsafe environment for bicycles and pedestrians

Transit
Park and Ride lots should become centers with opportunities for retail, day care, etc.
Ferries across Lake Washington should not be part of the solution.

Service between eastsde cities with trangt isimpossible today. High capacity transit should
look at providing access from Kirkland to Redmond.

High capacity trangit service dong Bd-Red Road is an attractive option.
Any high cgpacity trangt options should be integrated with bicycle/pedestrian tralls.

Redmond is considering future development aong 85" and High capacity transit here could
encourage this development.

Bus rapid trangit could be just as expensve as afixed guideway and al of the problems of
buses (pollution, noise, etc.) would till be a problem.

Has an dternative been considered that would make SR 520 trangit-only?

Community Facilities
Vegetation helps to make freeways a better place to drive.
Preserve existing trees and vegetation on 40" by SR 520.

Opportunities for public involvement in the Redmond areainclude Derby Days (June) and
the Heritage Festival. Suggestions were adso made for placing a survey in newspapers.
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Community I mpacts

The community might prefer noise walls to commercia development to address noise
impacts from SR 520. Commercid development may create more traffic, which will have a
detrimenta impact on the neighborhoods.

The solution to noise impacts should not result in more congtruction.

The project should consult with communities directly adjacent to the SR 520 corridor to
discuss specific mitigation options.

An opportunity to block noise and cresate dengty in the neighborhoods is an attractive option.
Using buildings at 40™ to block noise woud be an appropriate way to mitigate.

Cable-gtay bridges should not be built near natural aress as it crestes a dangerous
environment for flying birds.

Mitigations and enhancements should be built at the same time as any roadway
improvements are made. A delay might jeopardize the funding of these improvements and
enhancements.

Noise from SR 520 in the play fieldsin Marymoor Park isvery loud. Walsin this areamay
address the noise, but may aso bounce noise into natural areas

7. PARTICIPANTS

M ontlake Community

Organization
Ron Stemkamp Montlake
Pete Marshdl Sesttle Parks and Recreation Department
Susan Freccia Univergty of Washington-Regiond Affairs
Jm Kearnes Montlake Community Council
Doris Burns Montlake
Nell Wechder Montlake Bicycle Shop
Don Stark Montlake
Ed Switg Sesatran
Jonathan Dubman Montlake
John Maoof Laurdhurst Community Council
Peter Staten Montlake
Jean Amick Laurehurs Community Council
Dia Fdice Smith Sdogga Montlake
Susan Sanchez City of Sedttle
Name Organization
Allan Jones North Capitol Hill Neighborhood Association
Shelly DaRonche Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center
Pageen Shean Portage Bay/Roanoke Neighborhood
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Dave Thorne Portage Bay/Roanoke Neighborhood

Wes Larson Eastlake/Portage Bay Business Association

Betty Swift Portage Bay/Roanoke Community Council

Chris Leman Eastlake Community Council and Olmgted-Fairview
Park Commission

Kingdey Joneson Roanoke Park/ Portage Bay

Surain af Sandeberg Eadtlake Community Council

Ed Switg Seatran

Waly Fletchen Portage Bayshore Condominium

Mike Brooks Lowe Enterprises

Ric Anderson Lowe Enterprises

Brent Lower Lowe Enterprises

ML Pederson Eadtlake Community Club Board

El McFarland

Scott Anderson ZymoGenetics

Cecil Begity-Y asafate ZymoGenetics

West of 1-405 to L ake Washington

Name Organization

Laurel Preston Medina resident

Tom Kidd S. Luke's Lutheran Church

Bob Trimble Yarrow Point

Hugh Givens City of Kirkland

Norm Storme City of Kirkland

Mitch Wasserman City of Clyde Hill

Randy Heath Y arrow Point

Laurie Finndly Hunts Point

Bob Tate Clyde Hill

Jay Blasngame Hunts Point

Roland White Kirkland Transportation Commisson
Peter Pitarys Neighborhood Network North/ V uecrest
Patrick Hawkins Clyde Hill

James Barbee Medina

Jeanne Acutanza Kirkland

East of 1-405to SR 520 Terminus

Name Organization
Norah Gaynor King County Parks System
Robert Nunnenkamp King County Parks
Lucy Simmd Neighbor
Jane Archer Pro Sports Club
Nancy Penrose Redmond Resident, bus rider!
Michael Hobbs Friends of Marymoor Park
Dennis Neuzil
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Bernard VandeKamp City of Bdlevue
TE Hdler Redmond
Pat Field
Glenn Eades Citizen
Bertha Eades Advisory Committee
7.1 TEAM MEMBERS
Name Organization | Address’Phone E-mail
Rob Fellows, | Washington 401 Second Avenue South, fellowsr@wsdot.wa.gov
Project Department of | Seattle, WA 98104
Manager Transportation | (206) 464-6234
Les Rubstello, | Washington 401 Second Avenue South, rubstel @wsdot.wa.gov
Project Depatment of | Seattle, WA 98104
Manager Transportation | (206) 389-3225
Barbara Sound Trangit | 401 S Jackson Street, Seattle, | gillilandb@soundtransit.org
Gilliland, WA 98104
Project (206) 398-5051
Manager
Don Billen, Sound Trandt | 401 S Jackson Street, Seattle, billend@soundtransit.org
Deputy WA 98104
Project (206) 398-5052
Manager
Jeff Peacock, | Parametrix 5808 L ake Washington jpeacock @parametrix.com
Project Boulevard NE, Suite 200,
Manager Kirkland, WA, 98033
(425) 822-8880
Curt Warber, | Parametrix 5808 L ake Washington cwarber@parametrix.com
Landscape Boulevard NE, Suite 200,
Architect Kirkland, WA, 98033
(425) 822-8880
Annie Senko, | CH2M Hill 777 108" Avenue NE, asenko@ch2m.com
Environmenta Bellevue, WA 98004
Support (425) 453-5000
Lee Pardini, Merritt & 1701 Commerce Street, L pardini-mp@parametrix.com
Neighborhood | Pardini Tacoma, WA 98042
Design Lead (253) 383-8700
Julie Highton, Merritt & 1000 Lenora Street, Suite Jhighton-mp@parametrix.com
Neighborhood | Pardini 223, Seattle, WA 98121
Design (206) 622-9450
Support
Pat Serie, Envirolssues 101 Stewart Street, Suite pserie@enviroi ssues.com
Facilitator 1101, Sesattle, WA 98101
(206) 269-5041
Amy Envirolssues 101 Stewart Street, Suite agrotefendt@enviroissues.com

()

7&5’ Trans-Lake Washington Project
Q February 2001 Community Design Workshop 7-14

Input on Alternatives
March 2001/E-File ID:




Grotefendt, 1101, Sesttle, WA 98101

Public (206) 269-5041

Involvement

Manager

Jenni Cannon, | Envirolssues 101 Stewart Street, Suite jcannon@enviroissues.com
Public 1101, Sesttle, WA 98101

Involvement (206) 269-5041

Support
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